But what does "good" or "bad" Greek mean? We may question these evaluative labels. For centuries, scholars have observed that the language of the Septuagint is peculiar compared to the language of non-translated Greek writings. 7 In recent years, this peculiarity has been called into question. It has been demonstrated that the language of the Pentateuch corresponds to the vernacular language of contemporary non-literary papyri. 8 In that regard, the Greek of the Septuagint is not out of the ordinary and should not be regarded as "bad"
Greek. Yet, the Septuagint is characterized by significant degrees of interference from the Semitic source text, the result of which leaves the reader with the impression that the Greek of the Septuagint does have a specific linguistic character. 9 In this article I want to discuss how we can understand the broad range of translational and linguistic profiles of Septuagint translations. Scholars have been focusing mainly on the study of individual books, or on groups of books that appear to be closely related in terms of translation approach, such as the Pentateuch or the Minor Prophets. The diverse character of the books of the Septuagint has made it difficult to see these translations as a coherent corpus. This does not imply that the Septuagint was already a unity as such in the Hellenistic era, but that these books belong within a similar socio-cultural context, namely that of the Greekspeaking Jews in the Middle East during the Hellenistic era. How can we see such a varied corpus of translated writings as the product of one cultural environment? I will start by assessing various explanations that have been given to account for the existence of different translation approaches. I will then reflect on the supposed link between the translation approach of tion. The framework of thought informing my approach in this article is derived from a common framework in contemporary cultural studies, namely Polysystem Theory. 10
Explaining Septuagint Translation Techniques
Typically, when scholars attempt to explain "literal" and "free" translation approaches in the Septuagint, they tend to focus on one or two features particular to the corpus, such as chronology or geography. Others have made arguments based on the supposed status of the source text or the translators' personal approaches. I will unpack some of these proposals and make a case for multicausality in Septuagint studies. 11
Chronology: Linear Development
Some scholars have argued that there is a straightforward development from literal to free translation, or the other way around, assuming that at the time of the Greek translation of the Jewish scriptures, people were still learning what translation exactly was or should be. 12 However, given that the social context in which these texts were translated into Greek was thoroughly multilingual and that writings such as administrative documents or private correspondence were already being translated into Greek, this viewpoint does not sufficiently explain the variety of translation approaches that we encounter in the Septuagint corpus. Moreover, the "free" translation of Job was produced later than the Pentateuch, as intertextual links 10. Polysystem Theory is a means to structure one's argument, rather than a full-blown methodology. I will not go into any theoretical details related to systems theory at this point. For more information on Polysystem to the Greek translation of these books indicate, 13 but earlier than the "literalistic" scriptural translation of Aquila. This indicates that there was no straightforward, linear development.
Geography: Palestine versus Egypt
A second possible explanation assumes a relationship between the translation approach and the supposed provenance of the book in question. Greek had become the lingua franca for Jews in the diaspora, but in Palestine Jews are thought to have continued to speak Hebrew and Aramaic for a longer period of time. Scholars suppose that by consequence, the level of Greek spoken in Palestine was lower than that in Egypt. Furthermore, the Naḥal Ḥever-scroll of the Minor Prophets, which dates to the first century BCE and displays an isomorphic translation approach related to the καίγε-tradition, 14 provided a basis for the assumption that when
Greek translations appeared in Palestine, they would correspond more closely on a formal level to their Semitic source texts. This argument is based on presuppositions regarding the relation between Greek-language education, the level of Greek spoken in different regions in the Eastern Mediterranean, and translation methods.
The problematic link between translation approaches and educational levels will be dicussed further below. At present, it is necessary to point out that we cannot assume that every Greek-speaking Jew in Hellenistic Egypt would have mastered the language to a high level and that all Greek-speaking Jews in Palestine would have hardly been able to write proper Greek 15 -particularly since the evidence for the presence of Greek in Palestine has increased in recent decades. 16 
Cultural Context: Judaism versus Hellenism
Another argument centers around the relationship between Judaism and Hellenism. When Alexander the Great conquered the Middle East, the area underwent a so-called process of Hellenization. This is often conceptualized in terms of a dominant Greek culture and a subservient Jewish culture, with unidirectional influences. The translation of scriptural texts into
Greek is seen as a sign of this process, too. The degree to which the translator assimilated to
Greek cultural norms is supposed to have determined the extent of a "literal" or "free" translation. This viewpoint equates language and culture: it presupposes that a linguistic transition from Hebrew or Aramaic into Greek implies a cultural transition from Judaism into Hellenism, and the further the translator moves away from the Semitic form, the closer he gets to
Greek culture. This line of thought, however, does not reflect the reality of any complex multicultural environment. Jews did not become less Jewish because they had started to speak
Greek. Moreover, when a society is characterized by a melting-pot of cultures, the influence between them is not uni-directional. Precisely because different Middle Eastern religions and cultures adopted the Greek language and Greek rule, they became an essential part of Hel- 
The Personal Approach of the Translator
Other scholars explain the different translation styles in the Septuagint in terms of the proclivities of the individual translators. 19 A literal approach to translation is often seen as the result of a lack of education in Greek. 20 As their "literalism" would indicate, the translators of the Pentateuch were uneducated, 21 whereas the translator of Job, for example, would have been highly literate. 22 Proponents of this argument seem to ignore that one's ability to read and write in Greek in antiquity implied having enjoyed a Greek language education to some degree. 23 Moreover, such a viewpoint proves incapable of explaining the data as a whole. The fact that certain books show similarities and differences in their characters indicate that something more than just "the personal" is at work. For example, we may observe similarities between Job and other books in terms of less interference from the source language and more attention to the stylization of the Greek translation than in the Pentateuch and the Minor Prophets. For example, the approach of the translator of Isaiah already moves in this direction. 24 Job and Proverbs display such similarities in translation character, that they have been considered as products of the same hand. 25 25. The similarity in translation style between Job and Proverbs has been noted by, for example, Brock, -6 -futed, 26 it shows that similar working methods, while not necessarily indicating an association with the same person, should be seen in relationship with one another and in comparison with other working methods. 27 Moreover, modern translation studies have shown that while an individual's skills and abilities may affect the translation product, of much greater importance and influence is the translator's socialization. 28 In other words, a translation is never the product merely of some individual's ingenuity, but is socially managed by varying degrees.
Authorative Status
A fifth argument to explain the existence of different translation approaches in the Septuagint is to refer to the authoritative status of the books. Job, not a Pentateuchal or prophetic book, was translated "freely" because it is thought to have been less important. 29 The more sacred or authoritative books required a literal approach. 30 -7 -tateuchal and non-prophetic books such as Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs show that this viewpoint cannot be maintained either. Moreover, scholarship currently holds more nuanced views on the authoritative status of Jewish texts and the process of canonization than the opposition between "sacred" and "non-sacred." 31 If one would want to maintain that the authoritative status of the book in question played a role in the selection of the translation approach, it could potentially explain why a given book was translated in a specific way, but it does not explain the nature of diverging translation approaches itself. We may hypothesize that the translation approach was linked to the envisioned function of the translation (that is, liturgical, educational, and so on), but then again, we have still to explain how different translation approaches developed and co-existed.
Translation Approach and Linguistic Character
The above explanations do not suffice to account for the linguistic, stylistic, and translational diversity in the Septuagint corpus, nor do they do justice to the complexity of the phenomenon of translation. They do show that the activity of translating the Septuagint was deeply imbedded in its environment: it has been related to geography, educational levels, cultural developments, and so on. Indeed, translation does not happen in a vacuum. Contemporary translation studies have shown that translating is a socio-cultural activity. This implies that translators have to deal with culture-bound constraints -that is, notions regarding what a translation should (not) be and/or could (not) be, known as norms. 32 By consequence, there seems little point in trying to conceptualize the translation process in terms of a choice along a single axis, from "literal" to "free" or vice versa, since any given rendering is the result of a plethora of factors that influenced the translator's choices. 33 The choice for a specific translation approach is only part of what constitutes the lin- -8 -which the translator will render the source text and will thus guide the choices made. For example, a translator may devote more efforts to preserving the form of the source text or its meaning. A focus on the source text's form may put limitations on the lexical choices a translator has to make. The translation approach is, however, only one element that constitutes the style of a translation. Register, for example, is another. It can be defined as a linguistic variety used for a specific purpose or in a specific social situation. 34 Any one speaker has different registers to choose from, depending on contextual factors. One will address a close friend differently than a head of state, for instance. The register a translator chooses depends on factors that might be unrelated to the source text. For example, the Hebrew word ‫אנושׁ‬ "man" occurs mainly in Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Psalter, and Job. Its common equivalent is ἄνθρωπος "man, human" in all books except for Job, 35 where another preferred equivalent is βροτός "mortal," a poetic word that within the LXX corpus is unique to the book of Job. 36 While it is an aspect of the translation technique (i.e., a matter of decreased emphasis on lexical consistency) that might allow for this variation, the use of βροτός is motivated by the conventions of the target language and pertains to an element of Greek style. It is thus important to make a distinction between the translation technique and the style of a LXX text and recognize that both could -9 -a system, a multi-layered, heterogeneous, dynamic, open structure of elements which relate to and interact with each other. 38 In other words, the corpus of texts produced by Greekspeaking Jews in the Hellenistic era is conceptualized as the Jewish-Greek literary system. 39 In order to understand the development and behaviour of this particular system, we have to start by looking at its very beginnings.
Explaining the Development from a Literary Point of View

The Pentateuch within the Context of Translation into Greek
The Pentateuchal books are generally regarded to have been translated first. 40 Their linguistic variant is that of the vernacular Koine. As a translation, the Pentateuch is dependent on a Hebrew source text significantly in terms of word order, quantitative representation, and word choices. James Aitken has shown that not just the language of the Pentateuch reflects the language of contemporary non-literary sources in Greek, 41 but also its translation approach.
Aitken has compared the translation approach of the Pentateuch with that of other non-religious, documentary texts from Demotic into Greek. In doing so, he demonstrated that the Pentateuch was translated the way it was, not because it represented the most authoritative text for Jews, but because its translation approach reflects the conventions of the time, in that the norms for translation were focused on isomorphism. 42 At the time of the translation of the Pentateuch, Jews did not yet have their own tradition of translating their religious texts into another, non-Semitic language. They did, however, translate the Pentateuch within the framework of an existing practice of rendering other, nonreligious texts into Greek. The target audience of these translated texts did not seem to have been concerned by the level of Greek in these translations, which could at times be unidiomatic or "wooden." Normativity in translation studies implies that the target culture has expectations regarding what a translation could (not) and/or should (not) be. 43 The target audience's expectations regarding a translation may well differ from those regarding nontranslated compositions. 44 Hence, at the time the Pentateuch was translated, the chosen translation approach and the resulting language usage may well have been acceptable, regardless of the nature of the text.
The Growth of a Corpus
The Pentateuch translation marked the beginning of a dynamic literary development. Jews had started to speak Greek. They now had a core group of scriptural texts in Greek which enabled the flourishing of other Jewish writings in Greek. This means that from that moment onwards, Jews developed a literature of their own in Greek with its own conventions. While different Septuagint books were still in the process of being translated, Jews composed texts in Greek as well. We may think of works such as 2 Maccabees, but also include the works of authors such as Demetrius, Eupolemus, and Artapanus, among others, as part of a body of texts constituting the Jewish-Greek literary system.
The Pentateuch played an indispensable role in the production of new texts within this system. Aside from being a source of intertextuality for subsequent translational and compositional activity, 45 the Septuagint Pentateuch also became a model for the translation of subsequent books in different ways. It set the standard for the acceptability of the use of vernacular Koine to translate the Jewish Scriptures. It provided translators with a lexicon for standard Hebrew-Greek equivalences and for specific expressions. 46 It also represented a model in terms of the translation approach, as the translation approaches of other LXX books are often explained as a development of the Pentateuchal translation approach. We will return to this issue in more detail below. The influence of the Pentateuch on subsequent Septuagint translations indicates that it shaped the production of new texts. In systemic terms, this means that the Septuagint Pentateuch stood at the center of the Jewish-Greek literary system.
Whereas the translators of the Pentateuch had to look towards translation models in the broader Hellenistic macro-system, the translators of later books had a model within their own Jewish-Greek system towards which they would orient themselves. Because Jews developed their own normativity regarding the production of texts, they also developed a referential framework of their own in which works were read, received, and evaluated. Any -12 -second century BCE, however, we also find Jewish compositions that attest to the use of a higher register of Greek and more stylized literary forms. We may think of Ezekiel the Tragedian, Philo the Epic Poet, and the author of the Letter of Aristeas. The vocabulary becomes more varied and more poetic; syntactic constructions become more complex; meter is used in poetry. In other words, Jews fully adopted the Greek language and started to utilize its possibilities. When Jews had started to write in Greek, there was only a very small repertoire, namely the Pentateuch, written in a vernacular variant. When a literary corpus develops, its repertoire grows. Writers and translators obtain an increasingly broad range of linguistic possibilities and literary forms that were deemed acceptable for the production of texts. This growth of options is necessary for literary production to flourish. 49 It has been pointed out that these new modes tend to be new more on account of their novel (re)combination of already existing and often competing norms and models, than as the result of genuine "creation." 50 This is precisely the case for the development of the Jewish-Greek literary system.
No system can remain operational with only a small repertoire; innovation is vital. In order to develop new forms of expression within their own system, centered initially around the Pentateauch, Jews looked at the broader Hellenistic literary world and had to find ways to incorporate elements into their own newly developing tradition to establish a growing repertoire of modes of expression. In doing so, Jews developed ways to express their own culture in Greek regardless of the linguistic variant or literary form they used. Such a process of innovation, however, can often take place more easily in composition than in translation, because translators have an additional constraint that writers do not: a source text. -13 -and revisors within this movement was characterized by an increasing degree of quantitative equivalence, reflection of Hebrew word order, and lexical consistency. This method of working is also characteristic of such books as Ruth, Song of Songs, and Lamentations. 52 Such an approach to translating might not have allowed certain translators to fully demonstrate their skills as idiomatic Greek writers. This way of working, however, became a topos for Greek-speaking Jews. 53 In fact, the Prologue to Sirach attests to this:
The Development of Translation Practices
Παρακέκλησθε οὖν µετ᾿ εὐνοίας καὶ προσοχῆς τὴν ἀνάγνωσιν ποιεῖσθαι καὶ συγγνώµην ἔχειν ἐφ᾿ οἷς ἂν δοκῶµεν τῶν κατὰ τὴν ἑρµηνείαν πεφιλοπονηµένων τισὶν τῶν λέξεων ἀδυναµεῖν· οὐ γὰρ ἰσοδυναµεῖ αὐτὰ ἐν ἑαυτοῖς Εβραϊστὶ λεγόµενα καὶ ὅταν µεταχθῇ εἰς ἑτέραν γλῶσσαν· οὐ µόνον δὲ ταῦτα, ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ νόµος καὶ αἱ προφητεῖαι καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν βιβλίων οὐ µικρὰν ἔχει τὴν διαφορὰν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς λεγόµενα.
You are invited, therefore, to a reading with goodwill and attention, and to exercise forbearance in cases where we may be thought to be insipid with regard to some expressions that have been the object of great care in rendering; for what was originally expressed in Hebrew does not have the same force when it is in fact rendered in another language. And not only in this case, but also in the case of the Law itself and the Prophets and the rest of the books the difference is not small when these are expressed This statement implies that it became a conscious choice to take this specific translation approach, 55 which could result in unidiomatic Greek. At this point, interference was not just acceptable, but at times even desirable, as it came to serve a sociolinguistic purpose.
I first want to add a brief excursus regarding the Prologue. The fact that the style of the translation is significantly different than that of the prologue, which is characterized by a higher register Greek, demonstrates what I wrote earlier, namely that the expectations a target setting have regarding translation can differ from those regarding composition. It was acceptable for a Jew to compose a prologue in an idiomatic and high register Greek, while the translation is characterized by formal adherence to the Hebrew source and written in a lower register of Koine. 56 The use of Hebraizing idioms in Greek was not just reserved for translations, as the coincidental result of interference: even in Jewish writings originally composed in Greek, such as Wisdom of Solomon and Judith, 57 but also in the works of Eupolemus and Ezekiel the Tragedian, 58 we find so-called Septuagintalisms. A Septuagintalism is defined as a particular usage of Greek that find its origins in features of Semitic interference in the Septuagint but that came to be used in Greek texts independently from a Semitic source. These features should not be seen as "bad Greek." Rather, they are part of a "literary code" that linguistically marked a text as "Jewish" in a context in which peoples from many different backgrounds and (sub)cultures all used Greek to express themselves in written form. 59 This means that Jews did not only adopt, but could also adapt the Greek language, to fit their specific context. 60
A Stemmatic Evolution
While some translators looked increasingly towards a Pentateuchal translation method with emphasis on interference, other Septuagint books, such as Isaiah, Proverbs, and Job, attest to a markedly different translation approach. These texts show a more idiomatic usage of the Greek language, oftentimes including literary vocabulary and rhetorical features which frequently appear in the Greek without reflecting such feature in the Hebrew. The translators' main concern was oftentimes not rendering the form of the source text, but rather its meaning. How may we explain this development?
Variation is inherent to any system. The question is therefore not why different approaches existed, but how they came to co-exist. Within the dynamic framework of a literary system, composition and translation do not happen in isolation from one another. 61 scribing is one that is inherently related to the development of Jewish literature in Greek. For these translators, it was deemed acceptable to focus less on Hebrew form and more on the form of the Greek product. After all, the repertoire for the production of texts in terms of linguistic registers, stylistic features, and literary forms within the Jewish-Greek literary system had increased.
Tensions
There was a tension between the diachronic evolution from the vernacular towards high register and even rhetorically stylized Greek on the one hand, and the synchronic state that different translation approaches were acceptable at the same time on the other. For example, the translation of Job is situated in the same period as the emergence of the καίγε-movement, namely in the first century BCE. 62 This evolution in two directions illustrates the heterogenous character of a growing Jewish-Greek literary polysystem. A comparison of the Greek translations of Job and Ecclesiastes may illustrate the complexity of this heterogeneity. These books display vastly different translation methods. Greek Ecclesiastes is characterized by a high degree of lexical, quantitative, and word order equivalence and shows affinity with the καίγε-tradition. 63 Its language cannot be described as idiomatic Greek, although it is generally grammatically correct. In Job, we see a departure from formal correspondence between the Hebrew and the Greek texts. Greek Job's language is highly idiomatic. 64 These differences aside, Job and Ecclesiastes both reflect a similar heightened awareness of literary embellishments. 65 Symmachus, for example, too, is known for the incorporation of stylistic flourishes in his target text independently from the Hebrew source text, even though his general approach is one based on formal correspondence between the Hebrew and the Greek. 66 This indicates that attention to Greek style can be observed in different translations, regardless of the 62. It might be possible that the geographical setting of a translation may be one factor among many in the development of different translation approaches. See, for example, Aitken, "Social and Historical Setting;" Tov, "Reflections on the Septuagint," 7-15. A καίγε(-related) approach, for example, has been associated primarily with a Palestinian provenance. This issue requires further elaboration from a systemic point of view. I reject a geographical setting as the only explanation for differences in translation approaches, but do not exclude the possibility of its relevance in a multicausal explanation. -17 -chosen approach to rendering the source text, and that stylization of the Greek translation need not necessarily be associated with idiomatic Greek language. In the book of Job, because formal representation was not one of the most essential norms, the translator had more opportunity to show his skills as a natural Greek writer. Here, stylization of the Greek text often presupposes Greek usage. In the case of Greek Ecclesiastes and Symmachus, however, the norm of formally adhering to the form of the source text was more important than idiomatic Greek usage. These translators did, however, try to show their literary awareness to the extent they could within the contraints of the chosen translation technique. This demonstrates once more that style has a place within the literary system next to translation technique.
Interestingly, Greek Job shows that the tensions in the system may even be represented within one text. While the book of Job is known for the significant divergences between the Hebrew and the Greek texts, several scholars have pointed out that the Greek translator often opted for an isomorphic, word-by-word translation. 67 Interestingly, while concentrating on composing a translation in idiomatic, high-register Greek, the translator of Job also still allowed Semitic interference. Most telling in this regard is that one and the same expression in Hebrew was rendered in both idiomatic and non-idiomatic Greek in the course of the text.
This indicates that while the translator knew how to render a Hebrew idiom into a Greek idiom, he sometimes chose Hebraizing wording. 68 Moreover, we encounter the use of Septuagintalisms independently from the Hebrew. Even in renderings that deviate from the Hebrew text of Job, the translator may use a construction or expression that is a known Septuagintalism. 69 This variation was acceptable: the use of Hebraistic turns of phrase had become desirable in Jewish-Greek compositions and translations as part of the literary code within the system. Yet by the second-first century BCE, a highly Hebraistic style was no longer the only approach to translating the Jews knew. Jewish-Greek literature had developed so that a Jewish writer or translator could use a higher register of Greek and Greek literary forms to express their own culture, but also had a repertoire of possibilities to linguistically mark a text if they wanted to do so.
Conclusion
67. Cox, "Job," 391; Dhont, Style and Context, passim; Gerleman, Job, 5-6.
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